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Chair's Report Steve Mandell
By Tea Carnell By Allan Hillman, Esq.
Greetings: Steve Mandell, a superb attorney, valuable and devoted

For most business lawyers, the year end is quite busy. I
hope that all of you are now enjoying an active but man-
ageable January.

The Business Law Section pursued many projects last
fall. The revision of the Maryland Joint Report on Law-
yers’ Opinions in Commercial Transactions is near comple-
tion. Since presenting the initial draft of the revised Re-
port in Ocean City last June, members of the Steering Com-
mittee have presented MICPEL seminars in Baltimore and
Columbia to update business lawyers on the proposed
changes to the Report and solicit additional input. The
final Report, which will be useful to corporate, real estate,
securities, tax, and other business and transactional attor-
neys, is on target to be published this spring.

Last fall, a Section-wide survey was developed to help
the Council better serve its members. We will distribute
the survey this month and look forward to receiving your
thoughts on the ways the Section may best serve its mem-
bership. We are also in the process of working with John
Anderson of the MSBA to improve our webpage for en-
hanced communications.

Our Vice-Chair, Eric Orlinsky, continues to work with
MICPEL to develop programs of special interest to busi-
ness lawyers. Look for upcoming announcements from
the Section Listserv and from MICPEL.

Many committees are meeting regularly. Please refer
to the roster in this edition of the Newsletter and please
feel free to contact the Chairs of the Committees in which
you have an interest. On behalf of the Section Council,
I encourage you to become more involved in the Busi-
ness Law Section.

Best regards to all,

Jea Camell

member of the Business Law Section Council, and good
friend, passed away on November 22, 2006, after a truly
heroic, two year battle with cancer. Steve was born in
New Jersey, a fact which he always asked me not to hold
against him. He was a magna cum laude college graduate
of the University of Richmond (a proud “Spider”),
received his law degree from Catholic University, and an
LLM in Taxation from Georgetown. He was a partner at
DLA Piper US, having joined the firm of Piper and
Marbury in 1989 and becoming a partner several years
later. He was expert in healthcare, securities, and corporate
law and was extremely active in pro bono work for the
Maryland Volunteer Lawyers Service.

Many of us knew Steve best as a result of his service
on the Business Section Council. He was an active
participant and his work led the Executive Committee to
nominate him as Secretary, a position he performed without

(continued on page 6)
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The Maryland Biotechnology Tax Credit

By Joseph P. Ward, Esq., and Joseph L. Morales, Esq.
Whiteford, Taylor & Preston, LLP

During the 2005 Maryland legislative session, the sate
legislature passed the Biotechnology Investment Incen-
tive Act (HB 664), which has been codified as the Mary-
land Biotechnology Investment Incentive Tax Credit, Mp.
CopE ANN. TaAx-GENERAL §10-725 (2005). The act provides
arefundable tax credit of 50% of the “Investment” of “Quali-
fied Investors” who invest in a “Qualified Maryland Bio-
technology Company.” The tax credit program is adminis-
tered through the Maryland Department of Business and
Economic Development (“DBED”) and funded each year
through the Governor’s budget. During 2006, Six Million
Dollars ($6,000,000) of tax credits were set aside to fund the
program (thus supporting $12,000,000 in investments) and
all of those tax credits were subscribed for before the end
of the year.

Key Terms
Investment. In order to obtain the credit, a Qualified

Investor must make an “Investment,” which is defined as
“contribution of property, at risk of loss...in exchange for
stock, a partnership interest, or other ownership interest in
the qualified company.” Mbp. Cobe ANN. TAX-GENERAL §10-
725(a)(4)(i). Importantly, the investment must be in ex-
change for equity in the Company. Other investments,
such as convertible debt, do not qualify. Practitioners
should also note that the equity purchased by the investor
must be held for at least 2 years or the credit will be subject
to certain recapture rules.

Qualified Investors. The next step in the process is to
determine whether the investor qualifies for the credit. The
tax credit is available to any individual who invests at least
$25,000, and any corporation who investment at least
$250,000, in a Qualified Biotechnology Company. Individu-
als and corporations making these investments need not
be Maryland residents, and in fact nearly one-third of the
Eligible Investments in 2006 were from people or entities
domiciled in other states.

An additional class of investor entitled to take advan-
tage of this tax credit is a Qualified Maryland Venture Capi-
tal Firm who invests at least $250,000 in a Qualified Bio-
technology Company. A Qualified Maryland Venture Capi-
tal Firm is an entity organized for the purpose of investing
funds in privately held companies engaged in the research,
development, or commercialization of innovative or propri-
etary technology. /d. at §10-725(a)(7). In addition, the firm
must: (1) have at least two principals with at least five years

of venture capital experience each; (2) have at least one
year of experience investing in biotechnology or
biopharmaceutical companies; and (3) have its principal
place of business in Maryland. /d.

Because the statute does not specifically contemplate
investment by limited liability companies, partnerships or
any other entity that is not a corporation or a Qualified
Venture Capital Firm, DBED has issued guidelines stating
that such entities are not entitled to take advantage of the
tax credit.

Qualified Maryland Biotechnology Company. The
credit is designed for individuals and companies who in-
vest in Qualified Biotechnology companies in Maryland.
A Biotechnology Company is a “company organized for
profit and primarily engaged in the research, development,
or commercialization of innovative and proprietary tech-
nology that comprises, interacts with, or analyzes biologi-
cal material including biomolecules (DNA, RNA, or pro-
tein), cells tissues, or organs.” Id. at §10-725(a)(2). In order
to be “Qualified,” the company must (1) have its headquar-
ters or base of operations in Maryland; (2) have fewer than
50 employees; (3) have been in active business no longer
than 10 years; and (4) be certified as a biotechnology com-
pany by the Department. /d. at §10-725(a)(6). These re-
quirements illustrate the legislature’s intent to favor in-
vestment in small business in Maryland.

The Process

The process to obtain the tax credit has many steps.
First, the Investor must complete a Qualified Investor ap-
plication (Form A.1 (for individuals), A.2 (for corporations)
or A.3 (for venture funds)) and the Company must com-
plete a Qualified Maryland Biotechnology Company appli-
cation (Form B). These forms are filed with DBED, and
officials meet weekly to review and approve the applica-
tions. Within thirty (30) days of receiving a complete ap-
plication, and assuming the tax credits have not been fully
subscribed for, DBED will issue an initial tax credit certifi-
cate. The investor will then have thirty (30) days to make
the investment in the Company and notice must be sent to
DBED by a Proof of Investment Form, along with support-
ing documentation (such as a cancelled check or wire con-
firmation) within ten (10) days of the actual investment.
Upon receipt of the Proof of Investment Form, DBED will
issue a final tax credit certificate.

(continued on page 5)
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Officer Liability for Unpaid Corporate Taxes

By Randy Fisher, Esq.

Practitioners thinking about putting together a legal en-
tity either domiciled in a foreign jurisdiction or in Maryland
to operate in a foreign jurisdiction that they are not familiar
with local law (much less licensed to practice) should study
the case of Allen v. Michigan Department of the Treasury,
MTT Docket No. 249514, Assessment Nos. G359968 and
G050651, Account Nos. 38-2245122 (Corporate), 415-48-5925
(Individual), 2000 WL 1121394 (Mich. Tax Tribunal, May 1,
2000). In that case, James Allen was assessed by the Michi-
gan Department of Treasury for the unsatisfied single busi-
ness tax of Mt. Morris Coatings, Inc.

A standard tenet of a practitioner’s advice to business
clients is to consider setting up a “legal entity” in order
to protect themselves from personal liability. Imagine the
shock to Mr. Allen when he found out the State of Michi-
gan thought he was personally liable for unpaid fees to
the State.

The derivative liability assessments against Allen per-
tained to three tax years (1989, 1990 and 1991). During a
portion of those tax periods, Allen was “President” of the
company. The assessments were issued against Allen un-
der the Revenue Act, 1941 PA 122, as amended. Subsection
27a(5) of thatact, 205.27a(5): MSA 7.657(27a)(5), added by
1986 PA 58, provides:

If a corporation liable for taxes administered under this
act fails for any reason to file the required returns or to
pay the tax due, any of its officers having control or
supervision of, or charged with the responsibility for
making the returns or payments is personally liable
for the failure (emphasis added). The signature of any
corporate officers on returns or negotiable instruments
submitted in payment of taxes is prima facie evidence
of their responsibility for making the returns and pay-
ments. The dissolution of a corporation does not dis-
charge an officer’s liability for a prior failure of the
corporation to make a return or remit the tax due. The
sum due for a liability may be assessed and collected
under the related sections of this act.

The issue the Tribunal considered was as follows: “For
any or all tax years at issue, was Allen a liable corporate
officer who, pursuant to MCL 205.27a(5): MSA 7.657(27a)(5),
had ‘control or supervision of, or [who was] charged with
the responsibility for, making the [tax] returns or payments’
which the liable corporation, for which he was employed,
failed to pay?” Allen, 2000 WL 1121394, at p. 3.

Allen was able to show that he was a corporate officer in
name only. Allen either signed, or his signature stamp was
used upon, some company tax returns and he apparently
signed, and was listed as President, Secretary and/or Trea-
surer, upon other company documents, including the
company’s 1989, 1990 and 1991 Michigan Annual Reports.
But the court felt, based upon testimony presented by Allen,
that he was nothing more than a “corporate bystander,
who was completely without knowledge of, and input into,
the financial and operational concerns of Mt. Morris Coat-
ings, Inc.” Id., at p. 10.

He was able to put on testimony (his own) that showed
that he had no “awareness, nor understanding, of the fi-
nancial condition of the company and no active participa-
tion in active management of the company. He testified
that he had no supervisory authority over the CPA firm
that prepared the company’s tax returns; and that the of-
fice manager, who he did not supervise, paid company taxes.”
Id. Allen testified that he “signed anything that was placed
before him, or his signature stamp was used in his absence
by the office manager who, he explained, was also doing
the bidding of Bailey.” Id.

The key to this case is that it is one of the few in which a
corporate officer of a company that has not paid its state
tax to Michigan avoids corporate liability. The depth of
evidence, and therefore legal expense, is evident from the
full text of the case and the administrative law judge’s opin-
ion. The Michigan Treasury Department fought the deter-
mination and under cross examination, revealed the type
of quagmire that can surround an unwary client.

The case history shows that any petitioner who receives
a Notice of Intent to Assess is entitled to an Informal Hear-
ing at the Department level. But in preparation for issuing
the Notice and for the Informal Hearing, clerks with no
legal training or tax training merely “look for signatures of
a person, as an officer, on various documents, such as tax
returns, Michigan Annual Reports and applications for reg-
istration, before sending out a ‘Letter of Inquiry’. The clerk
also inputs into whether a Notice of Intent to Assess for
officer liability should be issued for any of the Department’s
various business taxes. Typical sources of tax records are
the taxpayers, their representatives, bookkeepers and ac-
countants.” Id. at p. 4. When records are received, the
department conducts no independent investigation on the

role of the indicated signatory. Id.
(continued on page 6)
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The Perils of Online Advertising

By Louis J. Levy

As the Internet expands and revenues from online ad-
vertising soar, federal and state authorities have been cast-
ing a wary eye on the practices of companies that develop
online advertising programs and technology (known as
“adware”), not to mention the companies who enlist the
services of these companies to distribute advertising. In
particular, as a result of escalating consumer complaints,
state and federal authorities have brought multiple actions
against adware providers, imposing stiff penalties for prac-
tices deemed to be unfair and deceptive.

In one of the most recent cases, the Federal Trade Com-
mission (“FTC”) reached a settlement with Zango, Inc.,
formerly 180Solutions, Inc., whereby Zango will have to
pay three million dollars and modify its practices to comply
with stringent FTC requirements. A review of the com-
plaint and agreement in this case provides online advertis-
ers with a laundry list of practices to avoid.

By way of background, Zango develops and distributes
advertising software programs (a.k.a. “adware”), which are
delivered to consumers’ computers via the Internet. This
software monitors a consumer’s browsing habits, and gen-
erates advertisements, primarily in the form of “pop-up”
advertisements, which are related to topics queried by the
consumer. According to the FTC complaint, Zango’s soft-
ware has been installed on the computers of U.S. consum-

ers over 70 million times, and has generated over 6.9 billion
pop-up advertisements.

Zango distributes its software through a network of af-
filiates and sub-affiliates, who bundle Zango’s software
with supposedly “free” software (a.k.a. “lureware”), includ-
ing screen savers, emoticons, and entertainment content.
Consumers were not fully or adequately informed that
Zango’s software had been downloaded on to their com-
puters, nor could they easily view Zango’s terms of use or
privacy policies, which were often buried behind a series
of inconspicuous hyperlinks, thereby depriving users of
an adequate opportunity to review these policies.

The FTC also alleged that Zango made it difficult for con-
sumers to identify, locate and remove its software from their
computers through a variety of techniques, including:

¢+ Failing to identify the name of the adware in the pop-
up advertisements;

¢ Misleadingly naming adware files or processes and/or
saving them to a variety of locations on the user’s com-
puter;

¢ Misleadingly listing the name of the adware in the
Windows “Add/Remove” utility;

¢ Imposing complicated and protracted uninstall proce-
dures on consumers;

(continued on page 5)
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(continued from page 2)

¢+ Providing uninstall tools that failed to completely re-
move the adware program; and

¢+ Installing technology that “silently” reinstalled the
adware after the consumer had removed it from his or her
computer, often using different, randomly generated file
names to thwart detection by anti-spyware programs.

These practices, the FTC alleged, constituted unfair and
deceptive practices under the FTC Act.

The Agreement and Consent Order (sece http://
www.ftc.gov/os/caselist/0523130/
0523130agree061103.pdf), which was issued on November
3, 20006, forbids Zango from engaging in these practices. In
particular, it requires Zango, either directly or indirectly
through its affiliates, to obtain a computer user’s affirma-
tive consent prior to downloading its software onto the
user’s computer, and to implement a “comprehensive pro-
gram” that ensures that affiliates obtain the express con-
sent of consumers prior to installing its software.

Zango must also implement a mechanism for receiving
and addressing consumer complaints. Consistent with best
practices in the online adverting industry, pop-up ads gen-
erated by Zango must bear a conspicuous legend identify-
ing the source of the program (i.e., the name of the program
generating the program) and instructions for uninstalling
the program. Furthermore the uninstall methodology must
be clear and straightforward, and nof require users to down-
load or install any additional software as part of the uninstall
process, or to close or deactivate any firewalls, anti-
spyware, or anti-virus programs running on the computer.

Zango is also required to pay the FTC three million dollars.

This case has obvious implications for providers of
Internet advertising programs. In particular, there is a grow-
ing body of law, not to mention a growing consensus within
the online community, of acceptable and unacceptable
online advertising practices that are reflected in the FTC’s
order in Zango. Indeed, a growing number of “adware”
providers already comply with the requirements mandated
by the FTC in this case, i.e., full disclosure prior to installa-
tion, easy uninstall procedures, identifying the source of
the ads, etc.

Perhaps less obviously, the decision has important im-
plications for the companies that place their ads through
adware providers such as Zango. In particular, policy
groups such as the Center for Democracy and Technology
(“CDT”) have urged advertisers to stop placing advertise-

BUSINESS LAW

ments with providers of nuisance adware. Further, as re-
ported by CDT, FTC Commissioner Jonathan Leibowitz has
noted that he would urge the FTC to start naming compa-
nies whose ads are served by nuisance adware providers if
those companies “do not start acting to cut the flow of
funds to the makers of nuisance and harmful adware.” See
Following the Money: How Advertising Dollars Encour-
age Nuisance and Harmful Adware and What Can be Done
to Reverse the Trend, Center for Democracy and Technol-
ogy, May 2, 2006, at 10 (available at http://www.cdt.org/
privacy/20060320adware.pdf). Accordingly, advertisers
need to exercise vigilance to ensure that the companies
they use to place and deliver advertisements via the Internet
are complying with industry best practices.

Mr. Levy is a member of the firm Leventhal Senter &
Lerman PLLC (www.lsl-law.com), where he specializes in
intellectual property, unfair competition, and computer
security and privacy issues.

Biotech Tax Credit . . .
(continued from page 2)

Once the final tax credit certificate is issued, the inves-
tor will be able to claim a refundable tax credit for 50% of
his, her or its investment. The credit may be claimed in a
taxable year beginning after December 31, 2006. /d. at
§10-725(e)(3)(vii). Therefore, those investors investing
in 2006 and 2007 will be able to claim the tax credit on their
2007 returns and receive the refund in 2008.

The Future of the Tax Credit

Because the tax credit program is funded through the
Governor’s budget, the amount of tax credits set aside
each year is subject to change. The recently submitted
Governor’s budget again sets aside Six Million Dollars
($6,000,000) of tax credits. Having successfully gone
through this process and seeing first-hand the positive
impact it has on generating investments in Maryland bio-
technology companies, we are hopeful that the program
will continue and, better yet, grow. According to DBED,
approximately twenty (20) Maryland biotechnology com-
panies benefited from the tax credit program in its first
year. As Maryland fights to maintain itself as a national
leader in the biotechnology industry, targeted programs
such as this one are key to achieving that goal.

More information on the Maryland Biotechnology
Investment Incentive Tax Credit, as well as the applica-
tion forms, can be found on DBED’s website at

www.choosemaryland.org.
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Five Tips to Protecting Your Client’s Patent Rights

By: William S. Ramsey, Esq.

A client proudly confides: “I have an invention.” What do you need to know to best protect his or her rights?

1. It’s a federal patent or nothing. There is no common law patent. A trade secret works only if you can keep the
invention secret, which is not an option for most inventions.

2. Keep it secret until filing. An application must be filed within one year of public disclosure in order to obtain patent
protection and there are advantages in avoiding public disclosure entirely before filing.

3. A separately licensed attorney or agent is necessary. Only a scientist or engineer who has passed a test on patent law
can represent clients before the Patent and Trademark Office (e.g. a Registered Patent Attorney if also a lawyer; other-
wise a Patent Agent).

4. It’s not cheap. Figure $1,200 in government fees, perhaps $4,000-8,000 for attorney or agent fees. Each patent
application is unique and takes a lot of time to write and prosecute. Obtaining a patent is worth it only if it supports a
potentially valuable product or service.

5. Avoid invention promoters. As a rule, invention promotion services at best provide services which no one needs.

Have your client join an inventor’s club and visit the Patent and Trademark Office website www.uspto.gov.

Steve Mandell . . .

(continued from page 1)

peer. Alas, he became my Vice-Chair just as his illness struck,
but he remained interested in the Council, albeit as inactive
Vice Chair, for two years.

We all know stories of people who bear up under the
burdens of serious illness. Some of us are privileged to
have such people as friends and as examples to us all.
Steve was such a person. I can recall chatting with him on
occasion and he demonstrated that rare combination of
hard-headed realism, hope, and good humor that we would
all like to show were we so stricken.

After the Council gave him some history books as a
present, he read them, and he and I had spirited
discussions, as Civil War buffs, about them. All I can say is
that Steve convinced me [ was wrong about certain things
about which I “knew” I was right. About the only thing we
agreed on was that John Wilkes Booth was a truly
narcissistic character — the precise opposite of Steve
Mandell. It would have been impossible to realize from
those conversations that Steve had, as he remarked, “a
two per cent chance of survival.”

Well, the 98 per cent chance prevailed. But Steve’s
memory, his work, and his example are inspirations to us.

Our hearts go out to his family. We will honor his legacy
if we seek to be best and most honorable lawyers — and
people — we can be.

Unpaid Corporate Taxes . . .
(continued from page 3)

In this case, following the informal hearing, the Petitioner
then appealed the finding of the Department ruling against
the Petitioner. An Administrative Law Judge then reversed
the department and ruled in favor of the petitioner. There
was a final happy ending for the Petitioner, but the process
was one that all legal practitioners should be aware of as
well as the consequences of clients operating in foreign
jurisdictions.
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MSBA'S Section of Business Law

2006 - 2007 Section Council Roster

Officers
Chair

Teresa (Tea) B. Carnell

Venable LLP

2 Hopkins Plaza, Suite 1800
Baltimore, Maryland 21201-2978
T: 410-244-7526

F: 410-244-7742

e-mail: tcarnell@venable.com

Vice Chair

Eric G. Orlinsky

Saul Ewing LLP

Lockwood Place

500 E. Pratt Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202
T: 410-332-8687

F: 410-332-8688

e-mail: eorlinsky@saul.com

Secretary

H. Ward Classen

Assoc. Deputy Gen. Counsel
Computer Sciences Corporation
7459A Candlewood Road

Hanover, Maryland 21076
T: 410-691-6586
F: 410-691-6666

e-mail: hclassen@csc.com

First Vice Chair

Steven J. Mandell

Piper Rudnick LLP

6225 Smith Avenue

Baltimore, Maryland 21209-3600

T: 410-580-4204

F: 410-580-3001

e-mail:
Steven.mandell@piperrudnick.com

Immediate Past Chair

Allan P. Hillman

Shipman & Goodwin LLP
One Constitution Plaza
Hartford, CT 06103

T: 860-251-5037
F: 860-251-5600
e-mail: ahillman@goodwin.com

Past Chair (Honorary Member)

Marshall B. Paul

Saul Ewing LLP

Lockwood Place

500 E. Pratt Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

T:410-332-8956
F:410-332-8957
e-mail: mpaul@saul.com

Past Chair (Honorary Member)

Deborah H. Diehl

Whiteford, Taylor & Preston LLP
7 Saint Paul Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1626

T: 410-347-8766
F: 410-223-4366
e-mail: ddiehl@wtplaw.com

Past Chair (Honorary Member)

Jerald B. Lurie

Adelberg, Rudow, Dorf & Hendler, LLC
7 Saint Paul Street, Suite 600
Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1612

T: 410-986-0826
F: 410-986-0827
e-mail: jlurie@adelbergrudow.com

Past Chair (Honorary Member)

Robert D. Kalinoski

Kalinoski & Riordan, P.A.

102 West Pennsylvania Avenue
Suite 500

Towson, Maryland 21204-4542

T: 410-494-4499
F: 410-494-4977
e-mail: rdk@krlaw.com

Past Chair(Honorary Member)

Darlene R. Davis

Ober, Kaler, Grimes & Shriver, P.C.
120 East Baltimore Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1643

T: 410-685-1120
F: 410-547-0699
e-mail: drdavis@ober.com

Past Chair (Honorary Member)

John H. Denick

John H. Denick & Associates, P.A.
20 South Charles Street

Suite 300

Baltimore, Maryland 21201-3283

T: 410-727-6900
F: 410-727-6904
e-mail: john@denicklaw.com

Past Chair (Honorary Member)

Alan J. Mogol

Ober, Kaler, Grimes & Shriver, P.C.
120 East Baltimore Street

Baltimore, Maryland 212021

T: 410-347-7332

F: 443-263-7532

e-mail: ajmogol@ober.com
Committee on Consumer Credit and

Financial Institutions

Chair

Marjorie A. Corwin

Gordon Feinblatt Rothman

233 East Redwood Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

T: 410-576-4041
F: 410-576-4196
e-mail: mcorwin@gfrlaw.com

Vice-Chair
OPEN

Committee on Creditor’s Rights,
Bankruptcy and Insolvency
Chair
Sarah E. Longson
Kollman & Saucier P.A.
20 South Charles Street
8™ Floor
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

T:410-727-4300
F: 410-727-4391
e-mail: slongson@kollmanlaw.com

Vice-Chair
OPEN
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COMMITTEE REFORTS

CONSUMER CREDIT AND FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS COMMITTEE MEETING

“Maryland’s Credit Laws: A Primer, Preemption, and Possible Changes”

discussion led by Marjorie Corwin and Wingrove Lynton

Date: Thursday, January 25, 2007, 12:00 noon— 1:30 P.M.

Location: Gordon, Feinblatt, Rothman, Hoffberger & Hollander, LLC, Third Floor, 233
East Redwood Street, Baltimore, MD 21202.

Lunch will be served for those who RSVP to mcorwin@gfrlaw.com by Tuesday Jan. 23. For
directions see www.gfrlaw.com.

To be added to the e-mail distribution list for upcoming meetings, please e-mail Marjorie Corwin at
mcorwin@gfrlaw.com.

EMERGING COMPANIES COMMITTEE

The Emerging Companies Committee last met on January 11, 2006 for 90 minutes at the Baltimore
offices of Whiteford, Taylor & Preston L.L.P. The primary focus of the meeting was reviewing a
proposed table of contents and setting a timetable for the drafting of the Entrepreneur’s iAlmanac. The
1Almanac is intended to serve as a practical and comprehensive reference for emerging businesses
generally. Additionally, the Committee discussed at length the technical, financial, and other issues
concerning its immediate plans to host a blog to provide an electronic, accessible, and moderated
discussion forum for topics relevant to practitioners representing emerging businesses.

The next Committee meeting will be held on February 22, 2007 at the Baltimore offices of Whiteford,
Taylor & Preston from 8:00 to 9:30 a.m. Members of the Business Section interested in joining the
Committee are encouraged to do so and may contact Frank Jones (fjones@wtplaw.com; 410-347-
8707) or James Harris (charris@saul.com; 410-332-8763) for detail.
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(continued from page 7)

Committee on Corporation Law

Chair

J.W. Thompson Webb (Topper)
Miles & Stockbridge P.C.

10 Light Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1487

T: 410-385-3501

F: 410-385-3700

e-mail: twebb@milesstockbridge.com

Vice-Chair
OPEN

Committee on Franchise and
Distribution Law

Chair

Cynthia L. Spell
Rosenberg/Martin/Greenberg LLP
25 South Charles Street

Suite 2115

Baltimore, MD 21201

T: 410-649-4984
F: 410-727-1115
e-mail: cspell@rosenbergmartin.com

Vice-Chair

David L. Cahn

20 S. Charles Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

T: 410-986-0099

F: 410-986-0123

e-mail: david@davidcahn.com

Committee on Intellectual Property
Chair
Steven E. Tiller
Whiteford, Taylor & Preston LLP
7 Saint Paul Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1626
T: 410-347-8700
F: 410-752-7092
e-mail: stiller@wtplaw.com

Vice-Chair

Donna Thomas

Astrachan Gunst & Thomas, P.C.
217 E. Redwood Street

Suite 2100

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

T: 410-783-3550
F: 410-783-3530
e-mail: dthomas@agtlawyers.com

Committee on Unincorporated
Business Associations

Chair

Robert M. Ercole

Neuberger, Quinn, Gielen, Rubin &
Gibber, P.A.

27th Floor, One South Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202-3282

T: 410-332-8559
F: 410-332-8563
e-mail: RME@nqgrg.com

Vice-Chair

Eric G. Orlinsky

Saul Ewing LLP

Lockwood Place

500 E. Pratt Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202
T: 410-332-8687

F: 410-332-8688

e-mail: eorlinsky@saul.com

Committee on Securities Law
Chair

Kenneth B. Abel

Ober, Kaler, Grimes & Shriver, P.C.
120 East Baltimore Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

T: 410-347-7394
F: 443-263-7594
e-mail: kbabel@ober.com

Vice-Chair

D. Scott Freed

Whiteford, Taylor & Preston

7 Saint Paul Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1626
T: 410-347-8763

F: 410-347-9414

e-mail: sfreed@wtplaw.com

BUSINESS LAW

Committee on Uniform Commercial
Code

Chair

Jeremy S. Friedberg

Leitess Leitess Friedberg & Fedder
10451 Mill Run Circle

Suite 1000

Baltimore, Maryland 21117

T: 410-581-7403

F: 410-581-7410

e-mail: Jeremy.friedberg@llff.com

Vice-Chair
OPEN

Committee on Representing Emerg-
ing Companies
Chair

S. Frank Jones, Jr.

Whiteford, Taylor & Preston LLP
7 Saint Paul Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1626

T: 410-347-8707
F: 410-347-9414
e-mail: fjones@wtplaw.com

Vice-Chair

James Harris

Saul Ewing LLP

Lockwood Place

500 E. Pratt Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

T: 410-332-8763
F: 410-332-8764
e-mail: charris@saul.com

Committee on Corporate General
Counsel
Chair

Lawrence L. Hooper, Jr.
Adams Express Company
7 Saint Paul Street

Suite 1140

Baltimore, Maryland 21202

T: 410-752-5900
F: 410-659-0080

e-mail: hooper@adamsexpress.com
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Vice-Chair
OPEN

International Law Committee

Chair

Joseph G. Miller

Lieutenant Colonel, U.S. Army
European Command J4 International
Division Liaison to the Pentagon

T: 703-692-7369
e-mail: millerjg@pentagon.eucom.mil

Vice-Chair

John B. Bartkowiak, Jr.

29 W. Susquehanna Avenue
Suite 205

Towson, Maryland 21204

T: 410-296-2215
F: 410-296-3719

e-mail: counsel@jbbatlaw.com

Business Courts and Litigation
Committee

Chair

Eric G Orlinsky

Saul Ewing, LLP
Lockwood Place

500 E. Pratt Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

T: 410-332-8687
F: 410-332-8688
e-mail: eorlinsky@saul.com

Vice-Chair

Richard Booth

University of Maryland School of
Law

515 W. Lombard Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

T: 410-706-4269
F: 410-706-2184
e-mail: rbooth@law.umaryland.edu

Opinion Project Committee

Co-Chair

Charles J. Morton Jr.
Venable LLP

2 Hopkins Plaza

Suite 1800

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

T: (410)244-7716
F: 410)244-7742
e-mail: CJMorton(@ Venable.com

Co-Chair

D. Scott Freed
Whiteford, Taylor & Preston LLP
7 Saint Paul Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1626

T: 410-347-8763
F: 410-347-9414

e-mail: sfreed@wtplaw.com

At Large Members

1. Term Expiring June, 2007
Alan C. Cason
McGuireWoods
7 Saint Paul Street
Suite 1000
Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1671
T: 410-659-4433
F: 410-659-4599
e-mail: acason@mcguirewoods.com

John R. Orrick, Jr.

Linowes and Blocher LLP

7200 Wisconsin Avenue

Suite 800

Bethesda, Maryland 20814

T: 301-961-5213

F: 301-654-2801

e-mail: jorrick@linowes-law.com

Michael N. Russo, Jr.

Counsel Baradel Kosmerl & Nolan, P.A.
125 West Street, Fourth Floor
P.O.Box 2289

Annapolis, Maryland 21404-2289

T: 410-268-6600 (x 117)

F: 410-269-8409

e-mail: russo@cbknlaw.com

BUSINESS LAW

2. Term Expiring June, 2008
Sonia Cudd (nee Galindo)
McCormick & Company, Incorpo-
rated
18 Loveton Circle
Sparks, Maryland 21152

T: 410-771-7830
F: 410-527-8228
e-mail: sonia_cudd@mccormick.com

James Harris

Saul Ewing LLP

Lockwood Place

500 E. Pratt Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

T: 410-332-8763
F: 410-332-8764
e-mail: charris@saul.com

Patricia McGowan
Venable LLP

2 Hopkins Plaza
Baltimore, Maryland 21201

T: 410-244-7539
F: 410-244-7742

e-mail: pmcgowan@venable.com

3. Term Expiring June, 2009
William E. Carlson
Shapiro Sher Guinot & Sandler
36 South Charles Street
Suite 2000
Baltimore, Maryland 21201
T: 410-385-4205
F: 410-539-7611
e-mail: wec@shapirosher.com

Paul J. DiPiazza

Lerch, Early & Brewer, Chtd.

3 Bethesda Metro Center, Suite 460
Bethesda, Maryland 20814
T:301-657-0172

F:301-347-1783

e-mail: pjdipiazza@]lerchearly.com
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LoriA. Nicolle

Gallagher, Evelius and Jones LLP
218 North Charles Street, Suite 400
Baltimore, Maryland 21201
T:410-347-1351

F:410-468-2786

e-mail: Inicolle@gejlaw.com

Newsletter
Joseph Ward
Whiteford, Taylor & Preston
7 Saint Paul Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202
T: 410-659-6432
F: 410-347-9414
e-mail: jward@wtplaw.com

Law School Liaisons

University of Baltimore

Professor Barbara Ann White
1420 N. Charles Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21201-5779

T: 410-837-4536
F: 410-837-4560
e-mail: bwhite@ubalt.edu

University of Maryland

Richard Booth

University of Maryland School of Law
515 W. Lombard Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

T: 410-706-4269
F: 410-706-2184
e-mail: rbooth@law.umaryland.edu

BUSINESS LAW

Board of Governors Liaison
OPEN

Maryland State Bar Association Business and Finance
Liaison
Joesph J. Mezzanote
Whiteford, Taylor & Preston LLP
7 Saint Paul Street, Suite 1400
Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1626

T: 410-347-8700
F: 410-223-4341
e-mail: jmezzanotte@wtplaw.com

State Department of Assessments and Taxation Liaison

Paul B. Anderson

State Department of Assessments and Taxation
301 West Preston Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21201

T: 410-767-1006
F: 410-333-7097
e-mail: panderson@dat.state.md.us

Maryland Business and Technology Coalition Liaison

Robert D. Kalinoski

Kalinoski & Riordan, P.A.

102 West Pennsylvania Avenue
Suite 500

Towson, Maryland 21204-4542

T: 410-494-4499
F: 410-494-4977
e-mail: rdk@krlaw.com
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